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Thank you for attending the PDP Sampling Frame Meeting last week. It
 was a productive meeting with some great conversations and your
 participation is greatly appreciated.

Attached are draft notes of the meeting for your review and comment.
 Please let me know of any changes by Friday, December 4, 2015.
 
Best regards,
Diana Haynes
 
Diana Haynes, Director

USDA/AMS/S&T
Monitoring Programs Division/Pesticide Data Program
1400 Independence Ave SW
Room 0601 South Stop 0276
Washington DC  20250
(202) 572-8167
 
“The Power of Science with Quality Service”
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PDP Sampling Frame Meeting Notes

Potomac Yard 1, Crystal City, VA

November 17-18, 2015





Introduction:

A meeting was held November 17-18, 2015 at the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) offices in Crystal City, VA to discuss the sampling system for the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Agricultural Marketing Service’s (AMS’s) Pesticide Data Program (PDP). EPA uses data produced by PDP in dietary risk assessments.  This meeting was held to discuss the overall sampling protocols and address issues identified by a Government Accountability Office (GAO) Audit conducted in 2012. Present at this meeting were AMS’ Science & Technology Deputy Administrator, PDP Monitoring Programs Division (MPD) staff, and EPA risk assessment scientists, as well as scientists from the USDA Food Safety Inspection Service (FSIS), National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS), and U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA).



Program Overview:

PDP sampling and testing States originally were chosen to participate in the program based on agricultural production, population, location in various regions of the country, and existing laboratory capability for pesticide residue analysis. The numbers of samples collected by each participating State were determined by population for that State and region of the country.



PDP focuses its sampling and testing efforts on foods that are highly consumed by infants and children, as determined based on USDA consumption data, which is used to define the top 24 children’s foods. Within this list of 24 foods, commodities are selected based on EPA’s data needs for risk assessments so that current data (5 years old or newer) are available. Other commodities outside this list of 24 also are rotated into the program based on consumption in the U.S. and EPA’s data needs. Both raw agricultural commodities (RACs) and processed food products are sampled and PDP samples fresh commodities for two years in order to cover seasonal variations. EPA can translate data from representative commodities to other commodities in that crop group.

 

Over 700 samples are collected per year – 59 fresh/63 processed samples per commodity per month. This totals to about 1,400 samples per fresh commodity over two years. Processed commodities are generally only sampled and tested for one year, so the total number of samples available for a processed commodity is 700 samples.



Sampling sites are distribution centers and terminal markets that directly supply groceries and restaurants. Each State ranks the sites by relative size with the largest being ranked a 10 and the smallest a 1. The relative volume ranking are used to assist in sampling such that a site weighted as a “10” would have 10 times the chance of being selected for a sampling event as a site weighted as a “1”. This sampling system is defined as probability-proportional-to-size, or PPS, sampling. NASS statisticians use this ranking system to determine sampling sites for each event within the month and prepare sampling plans on a quarterly basis.



EPA uses PDP data in the dietary risk component of cumulative exposure. It is critical to know non-detects as well as detections. The EPA algorithms assume a single serving amount and it is very important to know the amount of product collected for each sample in order to know what a given sample represents. Therefore, it is essential that PDP samples be collected from the same lot, in fact, EPA would prefer that the sample be collected from the same part of the box. Every PDP sample is considered a replicate and the body of data is used in EPA’s Dietary Exposure Evaluation Model (DEEM) software to calculate exposure estimates. As a note, EPA would prefer that PDP not change its sample sizes.



Plan for Addressing GAO Audit Recommendations:

GAO Recommendation #1: Provide more complete information on the sampling methodology AMS uses which would show how it identifies and selects states, food distribution centers, and commodities for pesticide residue testing, and include measures of sampling error for reported estimates.

· PDP has included information on its sampling methodology, program parameters, and inherent limitations in the PDP Annual Summary report.

· PDP will determine a measure of sampling error. This may be done using existing data using a Boot Strap analysis. This analysis will be performed by NASS.

· The group discussed the possibility of repeating a collection at the same site but statisticians in the group agreed that this would only provide within lot repeatability, which is minor compared to the lot-to-lot variability.

· NASS will examine potential bias by comparing the percent domestic to imported product per commodity for PDP samples vs. this ratio across the U.S. according to reported annual statistics. (Note: Could also look at other data, such as sales, from State-to-State to compare to the statistical value.)



GAO Recommendation #2: Report on the extent to which its survey covers commodities in the U.S. food supply and any limitations associated with its survey methodology.

· PDP has provided more information on its sampling methodology, program parameters, and inherent limitations in the PDP Annual Summary report.

· PDP will confirm site weighting via the Blue Book source as a means of confirming that PDP sampling sites are a reliable representation of all sites. Specific procedures to be followed:

· Develop Excel template for data recording.

· Hold a conference call in January 2016 with Sampling Managers to explain the project.

· Send Blue Book interpretive guide, New York’s Standard Operating Procedure, and template to Sampling Managers prior to call.

· Sampling Managers will record volume information for existing sites, and MPD will explore recording these volumes in PDP’s central database.

· Sampling Managers will use the volume information to re-weight sites and compare to current weightings to determine if any adjustments are necessary. The weightings are currently housed in the PDP central database and may need to be revised.

· The program will explore including any large sites that are not currently included in the PDP sampling system.

· Sampling Managers will bring results to the April 2016 Federal/State Meeting in Sacramento, CA. There will be a Sampling Breakout Session to discuss results.



GAO Recommendation #3: Describe methods users should employ to analyze the data, including obtaining margins of error for making generalizable estimates of pesticide residues in commodities.

· PDP will describe methods user can use to analyze the data and include these in the PDP Annual Summary report.

· PDP examined some previous efforts by statistician Phillip Kott to “weight” the data. These were some adjustments that would be made based on import/domestic ratios in PDP vs. annual amounts for the U.S. PDP no longer provides any weighted data but users may want to investigate the data in this manner.

· PDP will describe how the samples are selected and let users evaluate and make estimates.



Plan for Exploring Potential Improvements to the Sampling System:

· Sample Numbers (annual totals and monthly allocations per State)

· [bookmark: _GoBack]Explore reduction of total number of samples per commodity per year. Determine if 720 samples are necessary, or if this number could be reduced. This would allow PDP to potentially add another commodity into the system. EPA and NASS will explore this idea.

· Population adjustment – adjust number of samples collected per State per commodity per month based on current population figures. The group decided to do this by Census region looking at each participating State and its representation in the region. MPD will develop and distribute the potential reallocated numbers for discussion at the 2016 Federal/State Meeting.

· Coverage of South and Midwest. PDP recognizes that additional coverage is needed in the South and in the Midwest; however, due to funding constraints it is not possible to add a State (such as Georgia) at this time.

· Reduction of sample size. The group determined to remain with current sizes per commodity. If any changes are made in the future, they need to be carefully communicated to EPA.

· Annual Summary – Calendar Year 2015

· Include why States were originally selected. This satisfies GAO recommendation #1.

· Write up EPA data needs RE composite samples.

· Add statements to the summary to talk about coverage of U.S. food commodities (look at updated Organophosate Cumulative Risk Assessment for statement from EPA). This satisfies GAO recommendation #2.

· Better define sampling procedures in the field – how collectors are selecting the samples.

· Better define how samples are processed in the laboratories.

· Indicate that results are not weighted. However, due to PPS sampling, sites are weighted and samples are allocated per State based on population, leading to a statistically representative sampling frame.






New Potential Commodities for October 2016 and January 2017:

· Pineapple – canned

· Olives

· Bottled water (test in NY in place of tomatoes)

· Tomatoes – canned

· Applesauce

· Cranberries

· Kale

· Snap peas

· Grain – barley, corn or wheat product such as cornmeal or wheat flour

· Cream or honey are possibilities



Testing and Communication:

PDP will communicate registered pesticides not validated to EPA and FDA upon completion of each Method Validation study. This will serve as a record of what PDP was not able to test using current resources.








